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Appl. No. 09/557,738 
1 Amdt. dated February 21 , 2006 
Reply to final Office Action of December 21, 2005 

REMARKS 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-5 and 20-26 are twice rejected claims. Claims 1-5 have been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent No. 5,946,499 to Saunders (hereinafter 
"Saunders") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,466,240 to Maslov (hereinafter "Maslov") and 
U.S. Patent No. 5,109,439 to Froessl (hereinafter "Froessl"). Claims 20, 21 and 22-26 
have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Saunders in view of Froessl. Applicants 
earnestly solicit reconsideration and allowance of the claims in view of the following 
remarks. 

Factual Deficiencies 

The Office Action failed to provide adequate factual basis to support the alleged 
prima facie case for obviousness for claims 1-5 and 20-26. 

The prior art, including Saunders, Maslov and Froessl fail to teach or suggest, 
among other things a text store interface having "a text stream interface in which the 
abstraction of the document appears as an array, a position within the document 
represented as an offset from a beginning of the array, a dynamic text interface in which 
the abstraction of the document is such that a position within the document is represented 
as a floating anchor to a node, and a text processor input method for attaching a property 
to the document in at least one position in the document, wherein the property preserves 
originally entered data." 

With respect to claims 1 and 22, the Office Action contends that Saunders 
discloses a text store interface having, among other things a text stream interface in 
which the abstraction of the document appears as an array, a position within the 
document represented as an offset from a beginning of the array. The Office Action cites 
Saunders Fig.l, 4a, 4b and col. 7, lines 18-32 to support its contention that the abstraction 
of the document is an array having positions of the document that are represented as 
offsets from a beginning of the array. Although Saunders column 3, lines 56 generally 
discloses an array data structure Saunders fails to disclose or suggest the details of how 
the array is structured to represent positions in the document. Instead Saunders, column 
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7, lines 20-30 discloses position-to-offset and offset-to-position operations that allow text 
services to be completely independent from the manner in which the application program 
lays out the text and rather allows the mapping of changes to the device dependent 
location of the text. The operations map a device position to an offset within the text of a 
reserved portion. By way of context, Saunders, column 6, lines 30-31 expressly discloses 
that a region is reserved before any operation is performed on the region by the text 
service. Furthermore, Saunders, column 6, lines 40-41 discloses that the regions relate to 
portions of a document like paragraphs, words, highlighted sections, etc. Additionally, 
Saunders, column 6, lines 44-47, discloses that the specified region is then exchanged as 
a text object, which is an opaque data structure. At best, Saunders utilizes the opaque 
data structure, such as an array to provide an offset that represents a position within a 
reserved region of text, such as a paragraph, and the position-to-offset and offset-to- 
position operations are utilized to map a device to a location in the reserved region. 
Unlike, Saunders the claimed embodiment utilizes an offset to the beginning of an array 
to represent a position within the document not a position within a reserved portion or 
segment of the document as disclosed by Saunders in column 7, lines 1-30. Accordingly, 
Saunders is factually deficient with respect to the claimed text stream interface that 
requires exposing an abstraction of the document, where the abstraction is an array that 
utilizes offsets from the beginning of the array to represent a position in the document. 

Even if Saunders discloses the claimed text stream interface of claims 1 and 22, 
the Office Action does not provide a reference that discloses or suggests a text store 
interface having, among other things, a dynamic text interface in which the abstraction of 
the document is such that a position within the document is represented as a floating 
anchor to a node. The Office Action concedes that Saunders fails to disclose the dynamic 
text interface and cites Maslov to provide the missing limitation. The Office Action cites 
Maslov col. 2, lines 62-col. 3, lines 17 and col. 3, lines 26-44 to support its contention 
that the a dynamic text interface that provides an abstraction of the document having a 
position represented by a floating anchor to a node. While Maslov discloses a tree 
structure having nodes, Maslov is directed to synchronizing a first display having a tree 
and a second display having structured text. Maslov, column 3, lines 45-55 discloses 
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various visual operations that may be performed on the tree, but fails to indicate the 
relationships between the node and positions within the document. In the claimed 
embodiment, the floating anchor nodes exposes a position within a document, unlike 
Maslov, which synchronizes content on two windows. Maslov does not mention the 
word position anywhere in the disclosure and fails to provide a floating anchor that tracks 
positions within the document. Rather Maslov, column 4, lines 20-40 discloses selecting 
a node in the first window and highlighting the corresponding programming text. 

Even if the combination of Maslov and Saunders is proper, the Office Action fails 
to disclose or suggest, among other things, attaching a property to the document in at 
least one position in the document, wherein the property preserves originally entered data 
as claimed in claims 1, 20, and 23. The Office Action cites Saunders for disclosing a text 
processor input method that attaches a property in at least one position in the document 
but concedes that Saunders fails to disclose that the property preserves originally entered 
data in order to facilitate text correction. Despite the Office Action's characterization of 
the reservation identifier, the reservation identifier disclosed by Saunders cannot be 
preserved in a position within the document because Saunders column 4, lines 15-18 
expressly discloses that the data structure that represents the document is destroyed after 
operations are completed on the document. The Office Action attempts to equate the 
reservation identifier disclosed by Saunders to the claimed property. This is improper 
because the reservation identifier indicates whether a range of text is being accessed by 
another text service. Additionally, the reservation identifier differs from the property 
because the reservation identifier is not attached to a position in the document. At best, 
Saunders, column 4, lines 15-30 and column 6, lines 30-40 and 55-60 discloses that the 
reservation identifier is associated with the TSM context data structure which is attached 
to the TSM document data structure that is destroyed after completing an operation on the 
reserved text. Nothing in Saunders discloses attaching the property to a position in the 
document. Rather Saunders, column 6, lines 65-67 discloses that the reservation 
identifier is a Boolean identifier that indicates availability of specified region. The Office 
Action attempts to modify the reservation identifier, a Boolean identifier to be similar to 
the claimed property that preserves original data by citing Froessl, column 7, lines 65- 
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column 8, lines 5. In operation, Froessl, column 3, lines 60-65, column 5, lines 15-30, 
column 8, lines 1-5 disclose scanning a document and storing an image of the document 
in temporary memory and converting either selected portions or the entire document to 
ASCII code based on optical character recognition operations and storing the ASCII in 
permanent storage. Froessl further discloses an identifier is utilized to associate the 
ASCII and the image such that when a flag is triggered a human reader may perform 
corrections based on the image stored in temporary memory. Although Froessl discloses 
preserving original data, Froessl fails to attach a property that preserves the original data 
in the document. Rather Froessl associates image data and the ASCII based on the 
identifier that correlates the ASCII and image data that is stored in temporary memory. 
Unlike Froessl, the claimed embodiment attaches the property to a position in the 
document and the property preserves the original data to facilitate correction. 

Legal Deficiencies 

Accordingly, the Office action failed to provide a prima facie case for 
obviousness because of the noted factual deficiency with respect to combining Froessl, 
Maslov and Saunders. All the requirements of the claimed embodiments are not 
disclosed or suggested by the combination of Froessl, Maslov and Saunders. 
Furthermore, Saunders, column 5, lines 15-18 discloses destruction of the document data 
structure, which teaches away from modifying the reservation identifier to preserve 
originally entered data. Thus the rejection of claims 1-5 and 16-20 should be with drawn. 
Applicants respectfully request that this application be allowed and passed to issue. 




Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. No. 54,851 

SHOOK, HARDY & BACON L.L.P. 
2555 Grand Boulevard 
Kansas City, Missouri 64108 
Phone: (816)474-6550 
Facsimile (816) 421-5547 
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